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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kunitake (U.S. Publication 2001/0018697 A1). 

As per claims 1, 9, and 10, Kunitake discloses a method, apparatus and 
computer readable medium for merging source documents Into a destination document, 
where the source document or the destination document or both contain one or more 
markup language tags having a start tag or an end tag or both a start tag and an end 
tag (See Kunitake, Page 1, paragraph 0003, Page 17, paragraphs 0465-0471 , and 
Page 21, paragraphs 0604-0612) including comparing the source document and the 
destination document to identify one or more matching document parts, equivalent to 
blocks, and one or more difference blocks (See Kunitake, Page 3, paragraph 0055, and 
Page 4, paragraph 0063), splitting all matching blocks that contain a markup language 
tag for which only a start tag or an end tag has been matched so that the matched 
markup language tags are no longer matched, splitting all matching blocks that contain 
a markup language tag for which either the start tag or the end tag has been matched to 
a different tag in the other document so that the matched markup language tags are no 
longer matched, and splitting any matching blocks containing markup language tags 
that would create overlapping tags when merged (See Kunitake, Page 9, paragraphs 
0223-0227, Page 4, paragraphs 0060-0065, and Page 21 , paragraphs 0588-0690). 
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Kunitake also discloses merging the matching and difference blocks (See Kunitake, 
Page 5, paragraph 0069). 

Kunitake does not disclose expressly that the merged document markup 
language tags are well-formed. It was well known in the art at the time of the invention 
that a well-formed document allows a markup language file to be read by all Web 
browsers without difficulty (See Microsoft Computer Dictionary, Page 565, definition of 
"well-formed"). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to conclude 
that the merged document of Kunitake was well-formed. The motivation for this 
conclusion would have been that the merged or synthesized document of Kunitake was 
capable of being displayed on a Web browser (See Kunitake, Pages 23-24, paragraphs 
0666-0706, and Figure 25). 

As per claim 2, Kunitake discloses the limitations of claim 1 as described above. 
Kunitake also discloses determining whether a markup language tag from the source 
document has a start tag but not an end rag in the difference block, and in response to 
determining that the difference block contains a start tag but not an end tag, locating the 
furthest difference block containing the matching end tag of such a tag in the source 
document, identifying an inner range of matching and difference blocks as each of the 
blocks between the current block and the furthest difference block, identifying an outer 
range of matching and difference blocks as the current difference block and the furthest 
difference block and each of the matching and difference blocks in-between, identifying 
each markup language tag that has a start tag within the inner range and an end tag 
outside the outer range and, for each identified markup language tag, discarding all 
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matching blocks witiiin tfie inner range prior to the start tag, and identifying each 
markup language tag that has a end tag within the inner range and a start tag outside 
the outer range and, for each identified markup language tag, discarding all matching 
blocks within the inner range prior to the end tag (See Kunitake, Pages 8-9, paragraphs 
0142-0242, and Page 21, paragraphs 0591-0598). 

As per claim 3, Kunitake discloses the limitations of claim 2 as described above. 
Kunitake also discloses processing each matching block and difference block in order, 
for each matching block, copying the text from the source or destination document in 
the matching block into the merged document, and for each difference block, copying 
the text from the source or destination document in the difference block into the merged 
document if the difference block contains text only from either the source or destination 
document (See Kunitake. Pages 14-15, paragraphs 0356-0360). 

As per claim 4, Kunitake discloses the limitations of claim 3 as described above. 
Kunitake also discloses creating a label for each markup language tag that has only 
either a start tag or an end tag in the difference block, the label including a non-zero 
integer identifying the number of blocks to the difference block containing the matching 
start or end tag (See Kunitake, Page 8, paragraphs 0130-0142, Page 10, paragraphs 
0244-0246. and Page 12, paragraphs 0301-0305). 

As per claim 5, Kunitake discloses the limitations of claim 4 as described above. 
Kunitake also discloses that text is copied from each sub-block into the merged 
document in the arranged order (See Kunitake, Page 14, paragraphs 0354-0356, and 
Page 15, paragraph 0359). 



Application/Control Number: 10/693,347 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2176 

As per claim 6, Kunitake discloses the limitations of claim 5 as described above. 
Kunitake also discloses that text in the sub-block from the source document is copied 
just prior to text from the sub-block from the destination document if the sub-block has a 
negative label (See Kunitake, Page 22, paragraphs 0649-0654). 

As per claim 7, Kunitake discloses the limitations of claim 6 as described above. 
Kunitake also discloses that text in the sub-block from the source document is copied 
just after text in the sub-block from the destination document if the sub-block has a 
positive label (See Kunitake, Page 22, paragraphs 0649-0657). 

As per claim 8, Kunitake discloses the limitations of claim 7 as described above. 
Kunitake also discloses that comparing the source document and the destination 
document to identify one or more matching blocks and one or more difference blocks 
includes matching a markup language tag in the source document to a markup 
language tag in the destination document only if each aspect of the markup language 
tag in the source document is identical to each aspect of the markup language tag in the 
destination document (See Kunitake, Page 1 0, paragraph 0247). 



Conclusion 



2. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Lin discloses discovering informative content blocks from Web documents. 
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• Unger (U.S. Patent 6,886,1 30 B1 ) discloses a compiled structure for 
efficient operation of distributed hypertext. 

• Birsan (U.S. Patent 6,848,078 81 ) discloses a comparison of hierarchical 
structures and merging of differences. 

• Sorge (U.S. Patent 6,565,609 81 ) discloses translating data into HTML 
while retaining formatting and functionality for returning the translated data 
to a parent application. 

3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571) 272-4095. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Heather Hemdon, can be reached at (571) 272-4136. 

4. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

LR 

WILLIAM BA8H0RE 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



